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PER CURI AM

Robert Coerger appeals the district court's grant of summary judgnent
in favor of appellees in Goerger's 42 U S.C. § 1983 action stemm ng from
Coerger's second arrest and prosecution related to back-to-back incidents
of vandalismto a car belonging to Goerger's fornmer wife. GCoerger contends
he was arrested, detained, and prosecuted w thout probable cause, various
appel | ees conspired to deprive himof his civil rights incidental to his
arrest and prosecution, and the nunicipal appellee failed to supervise the
arresting officer. Goerger also asserted state |aw cl ai ns.



Fol |l owi ng careful de novo review, we agree with the district court's
conclusion that the police officer acted with probable cause, and appell ees
did not conspire or otherwise violate Goerger's civil rights. The
arresting officer was entitled to rely on the information supplied by the
victimof the crine, supported by other w tnesses, absent some indication
the informati on was not reasonably trustworthy or reliable. See day v.
Conlee, 815 F.2d 1164, 1168 (8th Cir. 1987) (concerning standard of
probabl e cause to arrest); Wite v. Walsh, 649 F.2d 560, 561-62 (8th Cr.
1981) (concerning requirenents of conspiracy clain). Summary judgnent was
properly entered on the supervisory-liability claimbecause the clai mwas
predi cated on Coerger's unlawful -arrest theory. See Mody v. St. Charles
Co., 23 F.3d 1410, 1412 (8th Cir. 1994). The district court correctly
declined to exercise jurisdiction over Goerger's pendent state | aw clai ns.

Havi ng decided this appeal by the straightforward application of
settled principles of law, an extended di scussion of the issues will serve
no useful purpose. W thus affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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